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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 17, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Valentine et al. (US00601 1 973A). 

Regarding claim 17, Valentine et al. discloses a system for restricting operation 
of cellular telephones to well delineated geographical areas, where the means of 
determining location may include Global Positioning System (GPS), which receives 
transmissions from satellites to determine longitude and latitude coordinates (see 
column 2, lines 39-44), which reads on the claimed "wireless communication system in 
which an electronic device is receiving location information from at least one satellite". 
The system ascertains the location of the device, which reads on the claimed 
"determining a current location of the electronic device using the location information", 
checks whether operation is allowed, which reads on the claimed "evaluating said 
current location to determine if said current location is within at least one pre-defined 
zone", and either enables or disables the device accordingly (see figure 2), which reads 
on the claimed "executing an action to adjust one or more functions of the electronic 
device if determined that said current location is within said at least one pre-defined 
zone". 
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Regarding claim 18, Valentine et al. discloses that if the cellular telephone is 
prohibited from operating in its present geographical location, it disables the transceiver 
from transmitting (see column 2, lines 60-63). 

Regarding claim 20, in the system disclosed by Valentine et al: once the device 
has left the area where operation is not allowed, operation is once again allowed, which 
reads on the claimed "act of changing operation of all functions to preset defaults if 
determined that said current location is not within said at least one pre-defined zone". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. . Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 7, 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Valentine et al. in view of Fitch et al. (US006424840B1 ). 

Regarding claim 1 , Valentine et al. discloses a method and apparatus for 
restricting operation of cellular telephones to well delineated geographical areas that 
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first ascertains the geographical location of the device, which reads on the claimed 
"determining a current location of the electronic device", then checks whether operation 
is allowed, which reads on the claimed invention that evaluates whether a zone is 
associated with a location, and finally either enable or disables operation accordingly 
(see figure 3), which reads on the claimed "executing an action to adjust a function of 
the electronic device if... said current location is within at least one said zone". 
Valentine et al. fails to teach the determining a current sector associated with said 
current location. 

Fitch et al. discloses a method of location based zone assignment for a wireless 
communication network that identifies the location of the wireless communication device 
relative to the various network zones 20 and their respective coverage areas 22 (see 
column 5, lines 50-53 and figure 2). In at least one embodiment, the method of locating 
the wireless communication device is a cell/sector location system where the 
approximate location of the wireless communication device 16 is determined based on 
the cell sector that is handling its communications (see column 5, lines 61-67). It is also 
suggested that additional location methods may be employed to further refine the 
location of the wireless communication device. The system compares the wireless 
communication device to the current network topology definition to determine in which 
operating zone the wireless communication device is operating. Note that determining 
which zone a device is located can be equated with determining if a device is located in 
a zone when a default zone is defined comprising all areas not encompassed in a 
different zone. 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Valentine et al. with Fitch et al. to include the above sector and 
zone location system in order to assist in the locating of a phone by narrowing down the 
area that a phone may be located. 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. discloses 
that the system compares the ascertained location of the mobile phone with information 
in the memory to determine whether the cellular telephone is authorized (see Valentine 
et al. column 2, lines 53-58), which reads on the claimed "step of evaluating comprises 
a step of defining parameters for at least one said zone", where the parameters defined 
are whether operation is allowed. 

Regarding claim 3, Valentine et al. fails to disclose the step of defining 
parameters for at least one zone comprises a step of associating the zone to one or 
more sectors. 

Fitch et al. discloses a system where sectors are associated with zones and a 
zone may be associated with multiple sectors (see Fitch et al. figure 1 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Valentine et al. with Fitch et al. to include the above sector and 
zone location system in order to assist in the locating of a phone by narrowing down the 
area that a phone may be located. 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. discloses a 
system where a database associated with the cellular network contains information 
about the allowability of operation of the cellular telephone (see Valentine et al. column 
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3 ( lines 4-20), which reads on the claimed "retrieving said parameters form an external 
database". 

Regarding claim 6, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. discloses 
that the system may disable the transceiver 1 10 from transmitting if the cellular 
telephone is prohibited from operating (see Valentine et al column 2, lines 60-63), which 
reads on the claimed "step of executing said action comprises the step of turning off one 
or more transmitting functions of the electronic device". 

Regarding claim 7, there is an inherent delay present in Valentine et al. when any 
action is performed corresponding to the time it takes to process and complete and 
command. Furthermore, a waiting period is disclosed in the combination of Valentine et 
al. and Fitch et al. in the loop in figure 3 of Valentine et al. Since the system is in a loop, 
any operation performed would be after a delay. 

Regarding claim 10, the. combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. discloses 
that once the device is outside of the area where operation is not allowed, operation is 
restored (see Valentine et al. figure 3), which reads on the claimed "changing operation 
of all functions to preset default modes if determined that said current location is not 
within at least one said zone". 

Regarding claim 11, Valentine et al. discloses an apparatus for restricting 
operation of cellular telephones to certain areas that ascertains the geographical 
location of the telephone, which reads on the claimed "processor for determining a 
current position of the electronic device", then checks whether operation is allowed and 
enables or disables the phone accordingly, which reads on the claimed "executing an 
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action if it is determined that,.. said current location is within at least one said zone". 
Valentine et al. fails to teach the determination of a sector and a zone associated with 
the position. 

Fitch et al. discloses a method of location based zone assignment for a wireless 
communication network that identifies the location of the wireless communication device 
relative to the various network zones 20 and their respective coverage areas 22 (see 
column 5, lines 50-53 and figure 2). In at least one embodiment, the method of locating 
the wireless communication device is a cell/sector location system where the 
approximate location of the wireless communication device 16 is determined based on 
the cell sector that is handling its communications (see column 5, lines 61-67). It is also 
suggested that additional location methods may be employed to further refine the 
location of the wireless communication device. The system compares the wireless 
communication device to the current network topology definition to determine in which 
operating zone the wireless communication device is operating. Note that determining 
which zone a device is located can be equated with determining if a device is located in 
a zone when a default zone is defined comprising all areas not encompassed in a 
different zone. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Valentine et al. with Fitch et al. to include the above sector and 
zone location system in order to assist in the locating of a phone by narrowing down the 
area that a phone may be located. 
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Claims 5, 8, 9 and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Valentine et al. in view of Fitch et al. as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 
above, and further in view of Kirbas et al. (US006701 144B2). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. fails to 
teach the process of a user inputting parameters of a zone. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a system for automatically configuring features where a 
user inputs configuration data for various locations (see figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above system of allowing a user to input location settings in order to 
provide users with the ability to customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Regarding claim 8, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. fails to 
teach specifically the use of a vibrate mode. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a system that may automatically switch off the ringer and 
enter a vibrate mode (see column 1, lines 14-30), which reads on the claimed "changing 
profile setting of the electronic device to provide visual alert or vibrate alert without 
audio alert". 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above vibrate mode in order to provide users with the ability to 
customize their devices with their own preferences. 
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.Regarding claim 9, the combination of Valentine et al and Fitch et al. fails to 
expressly disclose the step of increasing volumn of an audio alert and volume of a 
speaker. 

Kirbas et al. discloses that the ringer will be automatically reactivated when 
exiting a zone (see Kirbas et al. column 1, line 25), which reads on the claimed "step of 
increasing volume of an audio alert and volume of a speaker". 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above reactivation to a preferred mode in order to provide users with 
the ability to customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Regarding claim 12, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. discloses 
the use of a database (see Valentine et al. column 3, lines 4-20). The database may be 
located in the base station, however it is still coupled to the cellular telephone via the 
cellular telephone network. However, the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. 
fails to distinctly point out the process of defining and storing parameters as claimed. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a system where the user, via his mobile telephone, can 
input and store configurations relating to various locations (see figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above system of allowing a user to input location settings in order to 
provide users with the ability to customize their devices with their own preferences. 
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Regarding claim 13, Valentine et al. discloses an apparatus for restricting 
operation of cellular telephones to certain areas that ascertains the geographical 
location of the telephone, then checks whether operation is allowed and enables or 
disables the phone accordingly. Valentine et al. further discloses the use of a database 
(see Valentine et al. column 3, lines 4-20). The database may be located in the base 
station, however it is still coupled to the cellular telephone via the cellular telephone 
network. Valentine et al. fails to teach the determination of a sector and a zone 
associated with the position. 

Fitch et al. discloses a method of location based zone assignment for a wireless 
communication network that identifies the location of the wireless communication device 
relative to the various network zones 20 and their respective coverage areas 22 (see 
column 5, lines 50-53 and figure 2). In at least one embodiment, the method of locating 
the wireless communication device is a cell/sector location system where the 
approximate location of the wireless communication device 16 is determined based on 
the cell sector that is handling its communications (see column 5, lines 61-67). It is also 
suggested that additional location methods may be employed to further refine the 
location of the wireless communication device. The system compares the wireless 
communication device to the current network topology definition to determine in which 
operating zone the wireless communication device is operating. Note that determining 
which zone a device is located can be equated with determining if a device is located in 
a zone when a default zone is defined comprising all areas not encompassed in a 
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different zone. Fitch et al further discloses sectors that are associated with zones and a 
zone may be associated with multiple sectors (see figure 1 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Valentine et al. with Fitch et al. to include the above sector and 
zone location system in order to assist in the locating of a phone by narrowing down the 
area that a phone may be located. The combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. 
fails to distinctly point out the process of defining and storing parameters. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a system where the user, via his mobile telephone, can 
input and store configurations relating to various locations (see figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above system of allowing a user to input location settings in order to 
provide users with the ability to customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Regarding claim 14, the database disclosed by Valentine et al. (see column 3, 
lines 4-20) in the combination of Valentine et al, Fitch et al. and Kirbas et al. is 
associated with the cellular telephone network, which reads on the claimed "external 
database". 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Valentine et al and Fitch et al. discloses 
the use of a database (see Valentine et al. column 3, lines 4-20). The combination of 
Valentine et al and Fitch et al fails to disclose an and input device for allowing the user 
to define parameters for a zone and storing the parameters into a database. 
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Kirbas et al. includes a method for a user to input parameters and storing them in 
memory (see Kirbas et al. figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above system of allowing a user to input location settings in order to 
provide users with the ability to customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Regarding claim 16, the combination of Valentine et al and Fitch et al fails to 
disclose a movie theater setting. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a possible configuration would be for a movie theater (see 
Kirbas et al. column 1, lines 14-27). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Valentine et al. and Fitch et al. with Kirbas et 
al. to include the above theater setting order to provide users with the ability to 
customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Valentine et al. in view of Kirbas et al. 

Regarding claim 19, Valentine et al. fails to specifically disclose a method for 
defining parameters and storing them in a database. 

Kirbas et al. discloses a method that allows a user to input configurations 
corresponding to locations and store them in memory (see figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Valentine et al. with Kirbas et al. to include the above system of 
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allowing a user to input location settings in order to provide users with the ability to 
customize their devices with their own preferences. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed June 29, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues in the third paragraph of the first page of the remarks that 
Valentine fails to teach the sector-zone delineation of the presently claimed invention. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., sector-zone delineation) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

The applicant argues in the second paragraph of the third page of the remarks 
that the combination of Valentine et al and Fitch et al is improper. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the possibility of 
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narrowing down the search by combining the methods disclosed by Valentine et al and 
Fitch et al would have been obvious and well known to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art. 

The applicant argues in the second paragraph of the fourth page of the remarks 
that Kirbas fails to teach determining current sector or evaluating for the presence of 
one or more zones. The examiner does not depend on Kirbas for these limitations, 
instead the examiner cites Valentine et al and Fitch et al for these limitations. 

The applicant argues in the second paragraph of the fourth page of the remarks 
that the combination of Valentine et al and Fitch et al with Kirbas is improper. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the advantage of 
allowing a user to customize the operation of a device to his or her preferences would 
have been obvious and well-known to a person of ordinary skill in the art. 

/ Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bryan J Fox whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8994. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marsha Banks-Harold can be reached on (703) 305-4379. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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